Phenomenological investigations are concerned with unfolding the nature of a phenomenon through the process of describing and understanding subjective lived experiences. The process through which this is accomplished varies according to the underlying philosophical concepts and specific methodological strategies adopted. A common means of achieving this objective is through hours-long interviews that are recorded and later transcribed and analyzed. The present article describes an alternative method that accesses the participants' experiences of a phenomenon through encounters with a researcher, who then uses dialogical data to develop comprehensive narratives. These are written in first person in order to grasp the participant's significant meanings based on what emerged during their encounter and its impact on the researcher. A narrative synthesis is then constructed in order to enable the phenomenological process of analysis to reach the structural elements based on all participants' experiences. Exemplary excerpts are presented in order to illustrate the process.
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Phenomenological studies are concerned with discovering the nature of a phenomenon through the process of describing and understanding subjective day-to-day, or lived experiences (Davidson, 2003) . It studies the lifeworld, the realm of pre-reflective experience (Husserl, 1954 (Husserl, /1970 ) asking: what is this experience like? The process of answering this question varies according to the underlying philosophical concepts and specific methodological strategies adopted by the researcher (Willig, 2013) .
A common means of reaching this objective is through hours-long interviews that are recorded and later transcribed, analyzed, and synthesized through general structural summaries. This process, although rendering rich and useful results, often focuses on what participants say and how the researcher makes sense of what they said and not as much on how participants make sense of these experiences themselves (Weber, 1986) . But exploring the first-person perspective through an implicit second-perspective (i.e., that of the researcher) runs the risk of robbing the original language of its "power, clarity, and depth, even its meaning" (p.71). It also opens up the possibility of untested misunderstandings emerging across cultural, social, and even interpersonal life worlds.
The "Psychological Attention in Institutions: Prevention and Intervention" Research Group at the Graduate Psychology Program of the Pontifical Catholic University in Campinas, Brazil, has been developing an alternative, dialogical approach to phenomenological research for the past 10 years (Miranda & Cury, 2010; Mozena & Cury, 2010; Palmieri-Perches & Cury, 2013; Souza & Cury, 2015; Vasconcellos & Cury, in press; Zini & Cury, 2014) . In this research group, studies are conducted using comprehensive narratives, which are constructed to apprehend and interpret the lived experiences of participants, but through embracing rather than overlooking the researcher's experience of being with them. This unique method has been inspired by Husserl's (1931 Husserl's ( /2012 descriptive phenomenology, and the central role that empathy necessarily plays within it in enabling one person to come to understand another person's point of view on her own experiences (Husserl, 1950 (Husserl, /1999 . In this way, this approach also borrows from the work of Rogers (1980) on eliciting personal narratives through the unconditional acceptance of the validity of another person's point of view (without making epistemological claims).
The use of narratives as an instrument of research is not new. They have been utilized in various areas of knowledge (history, anthropology, sociology, psychology) with distinct objectives (Granato, Corbett, & Aiello-Vaisberg, 2011; Larsson & Sjöblom, 2010) , presenting themselves as an effective way of studying lived experiences and an appropriate way to access their meanings (Granato & Aiello-Vaisberg, 2013; Kramp, 2004) . They also have been used within the context of descriptive phenomenological research (e.g., Sells, Topor, & Davidson, 2004) , but in this case they remain a product of the researcher's own reflections on each participant's experience. According to Granato et al. (2011) , writing a narrative is in itself a process of elaborating one's own experiences.
T h e p re s e n t a r t i c l e d e s c r i b e s t h e construction process and philosophical foundations of comprehensive narratives developed through dialogical means by the Research Group mentioned above. Also, exemplary excerpts of individual comprehensive narratives are presented and an example of a narrative synthesis, which encompasses the meanings of the lived experiences across a group of participants who have certain kinds of experiences in common.
Comprehensive narratives
Our research studies begin with dialogical encounters with participants, presupposing that knowledge grows from being immersed in intersubjectivity (Szymanski & Cury, 2004) . Being in a relationship is an intrinsic part of the research since both participant and researcher are necessarily part of the study and a source of discovery and knowledge. Therefore, truly being with the participants is paramount in our studies and also consistent with Husserl's (1931 Husserl's ( /2012 suggestion of "going back to the things themselves", since there is an effort to understand what an experience means from the participant's viewpoint, not through the researcher's filters, presuppositions, and preconceptions (Davidson, 2003) .
In this way, conversations with participants are intended to be much more than an interview. That is why they are called encounters: to highlight the importance of "being with" the participants, deeply listening and exchanging ideas; rather than simply trying to obtain information from them. The intention is to seek closeness, to be emotionally touched by them and to touch them, not simply to use them as an instrument of research (Amatuzzi, 2006) . These encounters are called dialogical (from Greek dialogikos), emphasizing a two-way road in which both researcher and participant exchange ideas and thoughts, dialoguing, conversing. They are purposefully not recorded since we are not "gathering data" but immersing ourselves in a relationship, aiming to listen carefully, opening up to oneself and to the participant, to the moment, and to being together. This "togetherness" opens doors to meanings of the person's lived experiences that might have been overlooked in a more onesided interview approach.
A tape recorder may give a certain sense of security ("I've got it all") but may distract the researcher from being entirely open to another person. The absence of a tape recorder changes how we are present, conferring the privilege of being more aware, more "plugged into" the person we are with and to the present moment. When we try to be ourselves, accepting of others and empathically present, as Rogers (1977 Rogers ( , 1980 described, our subjectivity becomes a pathway for disclosure, a bridge to the lived experience of others (Cury, 2007) , revealing an encounter and the meanings therein. But you may ask: who's lived experience is revealed? The participant's or the researcher's? We suggest both. Because as we open ourselves to the experience of others, our own lived experience at that moment becomes the other's, as we endeavor to "live" their experience "as if" they were our own. The researcher's openness to her own and to the participant's experience also serves as an invitation to the participant to openly explore her own experiences. This openness and intrinsic motivation is essential, enabling the meanings embedded in the experiences to emerge in the encounter.
Immediately following and while still under the impact of the encounter, the researcher then begins writing a comprehensive narrative, communicating this encounter, including the impressions, feelings and thoughts that emerged from her and the participant's lived experience from their time together. The focus is on the experiences and their meanings, rather than on facts. These narratives value the conversation and reveal aspects of the experience lived by both parties. It does not focus on content but on the comprehension of the senses of the experiences lived in that encounter between both persons.
Writing such a narrative requires going through an internal process of gradual exploration that unrolls from the impact the encounter had on the researcher. The narrative flows from the meeting of subjectivities, from the researcher's attitude of being sincerely open and with the participant; meanings flow as she turns to the phenomenon as it arrives in her consciousness. While writing, the researcher purposefully seeks to be close to the participant's world and her lived experience, not trying to analyze, conclude or judge. However, if a clear idea or interpretation does come to mind, it is added.
Comprehensive narratives are built gradually, as days go by and a natural process of deepening occurs. Researchers find themselves in a position of looking back and rescuing what they lived, in a rigorous (not random or arbitrary) manner, gradually exploring the experience they had with the participant (Mozena & Cury, 2010; Oliveira & Cury, 2016) . This happens in stages, through the natural course of consciousness and the retrieving of memories. At first, the E.B.V. BRISOLA et al.
narrative is more descriptive, as researchers write down everything they remember from that lived experience. After reading this first, more descriptive narrative, researchers are impacted by the reading and narrate once more, this time with a different gaze, seeing new meanings, seeing more clearly. They do this again, until there are no more new impressions or meanings.
An important part of this process is reading the narratives to a select group and then listening to colleagues' comments. It is important, though, for this to occur in a respectful atmosphere, with a group of people intent on understanding the researcher's intentions, facilitating a better comprehension and perception of the participant's experience; not evaluating, but empathic to the participant's experience and her encounter with the researcher. This has worked as a validity check, as well as an opportunity to listen to impressions the narrative had on others. Since the narrative construction is a lonesome endeavor and, of course, subject to faults, reading a comprehensive narrative to a group enables the researcher to check if she was, indeed, able to respect both her own feelings as well as those of the participant.
When the researcher meets the second participant and others thereafter, she has already been changed (i.e., "contaminated") by the first, and is further changed in the course of each encounter as the experiential process evolves. Not only is the encounter an agent of change but the researcher also benefits from this process, understanding the phenomenon more clearly each time (Moustakas, 1994) .
To illustrate this methodological approach, we've selected a few paragraphs from two comprehensive narratives of a study about the experience of mothers singing to their infants (Brisola, 2017) 4 . At the end of each excerpt, in
parenthesis, is what might be written down on the borders, after the narrative is finished and read to the research group, as preparation for the next step, which is the building of a narrative synthesis.
Exemplary excerpt: encounter with Maria The narrative synthesis
After comprehensive narratives are written for all participants, they are re-read, notes are taken, and a narrative synthesis is written, taking the necessary time to understand clearly the participants' experiences through their common qualities and themes. The question we ask is: "What does all of this tell me about the experience of this phenomenon?" At this time we step back and try to comprehend the participants' experiences from "the outside", as psychologists, looking at a bigger picture. While the comprehensive narratives demand a movement of closeness to the participant's experience, through empathy, the narrative synthesis represents a deepening of the phenomenon in search of meanings present in the experiences seen as a whole. We are looking for the structure of that human experience (Amatuzzi, 2011) and it is through the very nature of experience -of being temporal, directed and "meaning-bestowing" (Davidson, 2003) -that the researcher is able to identify what is relevant and essential to the phenomenon. Husserl referred to this process as free imaginary variation used in order to distinguish the essential from the incidental (Finlay, 2009) . Therefore, as a researcher writes a narrative synthesis she focuses not on the participants' biographies but on what the participants as a group share in regard to the phenomenon of interest. The following is an example of the narrative synthesis from the same study about mother's experience of singing to infants (Brisola, 2017, p.117 When they are more self-conscious of their voice, it is harder to do, does not feel natural at all, and is used less.
At the end of our research studies, through the process of constructing the comprehensive and narrative syntheses, we arrive at the constituent elements of the phenomenon's structure. So, even though the individual participant's experiences are specific, the group's lived experiences enable us to bring to light the essence of the phenomenon as a human manifestation. If we are able to describe this structure with precision, it can be applied to all participants and to other people beyond them -within a certain cultural historical context. This can be understood, in a sense, as a way to generalize by means of deepening understanding of a phenomenon, not with concern for continuity.
Final Considerations
This article aimed to describe the use of comprehensive narratives in research studies as a means of discovering the nature of a phenomenon by describing and understanding subjective dayto-day experiences through dialogical encounters. Comprehensive narratives are constructed as a means to comprehend someone else's experience as she lives it through the researcher's active involvement in a dialogical encounter with the participant. It's uniqueness lies in its seeking to purposefully comprehend the participant's experience of the phenomena through her own experiences with them.
Researcher and participant's experiences are not separated, since both were part of the encounter. The comprehensive narrative includes this blending since the researcher is embedded in the participant's emotions, memories, perceptions and feelings and the participant, on the other hand, is also present, indirectly, embedded in the researcher's emotions, memories, perceptions and feelings. So it does not seek a subject-object dichotomy but presents meanings that emerge as "my-our" meanings.
Comprehensive narratives are a means by which the researcher gradually comes nearer to a phenomenon (eidetic reduction). They are also the result of this process, as each narrative represents the meaningful elements that emerge from the analysis of the lived experiences of the participant, shared by the researcher in a dialogical encounter.
This result enables the researcher to analyze and describe the experience of the phenomenon as a whole, in a new light, seen through the narrative synthesis. It is true that there is some risk involved as the researcher makes herself available to explore the participants' experiences in such an open way -and this we accept -, but we also believe there is great value in taking this risk as it moves her towards a kind of serendipity; giving her a different view of the experience of a phenomenon, opening a pathway to creativity, enabling her to see and describe it beyond the already existent and/or prevailing view of human experiences.
We realize the communication of an encounter with a participant usually does not purposefully include the researcher's own feelings, impressions and perceptions, and this can be seen as undesirable from the perspective of positivist research. However, when the results of this inclusion are examined, one can see the richness of meanings present in the encounter and perceive E.B.V. BRISOLA et al.
how this way of narrating encloses the vitality of the process of the encounter. The richness of the lived experience is not lost, nor are the subjective and intersubjective nuances characteristic to significant human relations. What we give up through this method in terms of a presumed but questionable neutrality, we gain through a shared understanding that is arrived at, over time, between researcher and participants' experiences.
